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Office Action Summary 



Application No. 

09/262,000 



Examiner 

Jeff Vockrodt 



Applicant(s) 

KONG ETAL. 



Art Unit 

2822 



Period for Re^ /LWg M7E °' *"* Communlcation a PP* ars °" cover she et with the correspondence address •- ' 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTHS FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION MONTH(S) FROM 

■ "(1)^ 1136 »■ "° -en,, howeV e, may a reply he time, Hied 

- Fa.lure o reply wHhin .he set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the aXa^oS communication. 

Status 

1)S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 12 April 1999 . 
2a)Q This action is FINAL. 2b)Kl This action is non-final. 

3) Q Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1 935 CD. 1 i 453 O.G 21 3 

Disposition of Claims 

4) [3 Claim(s) U36 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) K Claim(s) 8-21 and 23-32 is/are allowed. 

6) KI Claim(s) 1-7.22 and 33-36 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claims are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) ^ The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are objected to by the Examiner. 

1 1) D The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)D approved b)Q disapproved. 

12) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. $ 119 

1 3) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. $ 1 1 9(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)DAII b)D Some*c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 
2.Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. 



3.D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Staqe 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 1 7.2(a)) 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14)D Acknowledgement is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(e). 



Attachment(s) 

15) 03 Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 

16) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

17) f^ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(s) 



1 8) □ Interview Summary (PTO-41 3) Paper No(s) 

19) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

20) □ Other: 
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DETAILED ACTION 

This is the first office action on the merits. This application was filed 
March 5, 1 999. 

Specification 

The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent 
basis for the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP 
§ 608.01 (o). Correction of the following is required: The subject matter of claims 
8-32 is not described in the specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 2-5, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 2 & 5 recite the limitation "optical interference layer". There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claims 3 & 4 recite the limitation "optical interference multilayer stack". 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 22 appears to depend upon claim 17 and will be treated as such in 
this office action, but must be amended to include its dependency. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another 
filed in the United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent or on an 
international application by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1 ) (2) 
and (4) of section 371 (c) of this title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

Claims 1, 2, 5, 6, 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Moore et al (US 6,051,446). 

Moore et al teach a liquid crystal light valve utilizing an insulating layer 332 
to form the support pillars 305 (Fig. 3CC) for positioning the silicon wafer relative 
to a transparent wafer for forming a liquid crystal cell. An optical interface layer 
321 of oxide which enhances the reflectance of the electrode is formed on the 
electrode (col. 6, II. 62-67). 

Re claim 5, the thickness of the optical interference layer is 1600 
angstroms. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 

all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

Claims 3-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Moore et al (US 6,051,446) in view of Lee (US 4,827,870). 



Moore et al teach the device as applied to claims 1,2,5, 6, and 33 above, 
but does not teach forming the optical interference layers using PECVD. Lee 
teaches that PECVD is the preferred method of coating optical interference 
layers of silicon oxide which allows for uniformity tolerances within a few percent 
of the wavelength of visible light (col. 2, II. 6-12). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use PECVD to form 
the layer 321 in the method taught by Moore et al to form a layer with enhanced 
uniformity tolerances as taught by Lee. 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Moore et al (US 6,051,446) in view of Sato et al (US 5,379,139). 

Moore et al teach the device as applied to claims 1,2,5, 6, and 33 above, 
but does not teach a thickness of the alignment post from 0.3-5 microns. Sato et 
al show a LCD apparatus having a liquid crystal cell thickness of 2.5 microns 
(col. 3, II. 23-26) is suitable for ferroelectric liquid crystal devices. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the thickness of the alignment post taught by Moore et al so that the liquid 
crystal cell thickness is 2.5 microns because this is a suitable thickness for 
ferroelectric liquid crystal devices as taught by Sato et al. 

Claims 34-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Moore et al (US 6,051,446) in view of Wright et al (US 5,801 ,800). 

Moore et al teach the device as applied to claims 1, 2, 5, 6, and 33 above, 
but does not teach bonding pads on the silicon body having wires attached and 
connected to external contacts for the control logic and power and the glass 



cover not over the bonding pads. Wright et al show bond pads 26 at the 
periphery of the LCD array for connecting to external circuits. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include 
bond pads at the periphery of the LCD array in the device taught by Moore et al, 
so that the LCD could be connected to outside circuitry as taught by Wright et al. 



Claims 8-21 and 23-32 are allowed. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Jeff Vockrodt whose telephone number is 
(703) 306- 9144. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through 
Friday, from 9:30 Am to 3 .00 Pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Carl Whitehead, Jr., can be reached on (703) 308-4940. 
The fax phone number for this Group is (703) 305-3432 or (703) 308-7382. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application 
or proceeding should be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone 
number is (703) 308-0956. 

March 5, 2001 
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Stephen D.Meier 
Primary Examiner 



